Traces the term ÁÁlibrary consortiumÂÂ as a form of co-operation among libraries. Focuses on reasons for forming consortia and types, ranging from highly decentralised to highly centralised. Literature on consortia is mostly reported in four sources. Highlights the formation of the International Association of Library Consortia in 1997. The current trend is one of sharing integrated library systems and computer databases, collection development, purchasing of electronic journals, and staff development. What has been achieved is the provision of resources to patrons that did not have them before the consortia, as well as increased levels of services and convenience of patrons. By libraries banding together, cost savings come through reduced cost per unit as the group of libraries in the consortium shares the expenditure.
Introduction and history
The exact date for the introduction of the term ''library consortium'' is not clear but the concept of a consortium as being an association or partnership has long been a tenet of librarianship. The published literature indicates that the concept is not new (Kopp, 1998) , and it refers to co-operation, co-ordination and collaboration between, and amongst, libraries for the purpose of sharing information resources. However libraries has not used it widely until about the 1980s. The main drive for co-operation has been the increase in the output of publications or the information explosion, the rise in the cost of publications coupled with stringent budget allocations, and growth in student enrolment. Increasing demand for service from customers together with the need to improve inter-lending services and the library collection, are additional factors.
From the perspective of preserving research collections, the Research Libraries Group of the USA was founded on the premise that:
Some of the toughest challenges facing large research libraries might well benefit from collaborative action (McClung, 1992, p. 61 ).
The founding leaders admitted that the problems were too hard and too expensive for libraries to undertake alone. Both academic and public libraries have achieved great benefits from this form of co-operation. The benefits have been in gaining access to the large collection of different libraries put together (Lehman, 1969) . However, library consortia differ since they depend on the objectives, mission, philosophy and geographical location of the participating libraries.
Historically, the common form of library cooperation was the sharing of union catalogue information, storage facilities, collection development, and human resources at local, national, and regional levels (Henty, 1993; Payne, 1998) . Another form of co-operation has been based mainly on inter-library lending (ILL) services where co-operating libraries agree to enter into reciprocal borrowing and use of materials from other libraries (Kohl, 1997; Lehman, 1969; Potter, 1997) . This form of co-operation enabled libraries to borrow books and periodical articles which were not available locally. The sending of requests and delivery of materials used postal, fax and courier services. It is worth noting that the ten-year period from 1980-1990 saw some of the first important developments in library automation, coupled with the increased use of computers in bibliographic processing activities, and database searching. Perhaps the role of consortia in sharing expertise on library automation was another reason for the growth in such organisations in the 1980s.
This article focuses particularly on developments in academic library consortia spanning the period from the 1960s through to 2000. The background describing why this phenomenon occurred, the reasons for forming consortia, and the phases of this process are given; together with world-wide examples of existing practice in Africa, Australia, Europe and North America. The present situation is reviewed.
Methodology
In order to provide a detailed analysis of the literature on library consortia, two bibliographic sources were consulted: the Library and Information Science Abstracts (LISA), and the Information Science Abstracts (ISA). A printout of the search results using the terms: ''consortia + academic libraries'' to query the two databases was produced. Each journal title (source) was listed and the number of articles published by each title tallied under the five-year periods 1980-1984; 1985-1989; 1990-1994; and 1995-1999 . A separate count was made for the last year. Duplicate articles (the overlap between the two databases) were checked and counted once only. We followed the references to articles that were retrieved to locate more articles on library consortia. This formed the bulk of the text used to develop this review.
Source of the articles reviewed
With the exception of less than ten articles, the overlap between the two abstracting sources was not great. Hence searching both databases may be justified on the grounds that it ensured a comprehensive coverage of articles on the topic. An analysis of the search results provides an interesting picture of library consortia and therefore the growth of the literature over the five-year periods from 1980 to 2000. There were three articles for each period between 1980-1984, and 1985-1989; 13 between 1990-1994; and 66 during the last five years of [1995] [1996] [1997] [1998] [1999] 
Origins of library consortia
None other than Melvil Dewey wrote about ''library co-operation'', in an issue of the Library Journal which appeared in 1886, and a year earlier E.A. Mac presented views on ''Co-operation versus competition'' in the same publication (Kopp, 1998, p. 7) . Reports of the Co-operation Committee of the American Library Association appeared in the ALA Bulletin in the 1880s. Furthermore, R.B. Downs expressed the futuristic view of library co-operation in a paper ''One for all: a historical sketch of library co-operation, 1930-1970'' that was included in the 1939 symposium organised by the ALA The Library of Tomorrow. Downs's look into the future was significant in that in 1970 the US Office of Education commissioned the Systems Development Corporation (SDC) to carry out a nation-wide study of academic library consortia. The purpose of the study was to develop a fund of descriptive and prescriptive information about the activities of academic library consortia and provide guidance to libraries that were forming, or planning to form, consortia. The study resulted in two major products: (Kopp, 1998, p. 8) .
Reasons for the formation of consortia
The rapid increase in the number of consortia in the 1960s and 1970s was reflected in the Systems Development Corporation study of 1970 (Kopp, 1998, p. 10) . This indicates that the formation of a consortium was an attractive solution to many institutions since it addressed a number of longstanding (as well as new) processes and problems. During the 1960s some of the first important developments in library automation emerged, together with the increased use of computers in bibliographic processing and database searching. The role of consortia in sharing expertise about library automation was another reason for the growth in such organisations. The SDC study identified the four most commonly stated objectives as: (1) share and improve resources (58 per cent); (2) share resources (30 per cent); (3) achieve some single purpose (14 per cent); and (4) reduce cost (13 per cent).
Although some respondents specified more than one objective.
Writing about recent trends in academic library consortia, Potter (1997, p. 417) identifies two main reasons for the formation of consortia. He cites the sharing of existing physical resources as the chief reason, and the purpose of identifying and addressing common needs arising from developments in information technology as being the other. Specifically, he noted the growing importance of the Internet and the World Wide Web and the possibility of offering a variety of electronic resources across the Internet. Many of the established systems are also working to offer electronic resources, grafting them onto existing programmes. The newer consortia also address the need for sharing physical resources. However, these newer consortia are focused more on electronic resources. They recognise that electronic resources will be increasingly important and that there are benefits to be gained from banding together to offer them, using the leverage of a group and the advantage of a common funding source. Rowley and Slack (1999) These are respectively in the provinces of the Western Cape, Gauteng, Free State, Eastern Cape, Pietermaritzburg area, and Kwazulu/Natal. Most were formed in the late 1990s although CALICO was established in 1992. Currently the networks are important focal points for developments associated with electronic document delivery, electronic journals and a variety of Web-based facilities that provide access to a wide range of other databases and information resources. Looking more closely at CALICO and GAELIC, they identified common activities as being a shared library management system, the creation of joint databases, document delivery, and shared collection development. Other activities reported were co-operative solutions for the needs of distance and telematic education by GAELIC, and the information literacy project of CALICO.
Potter ( Reasons for their formation range from:
an interest in co-operative projects that might benefit all students and faculty of the participating libraries; providing enhanced library services with an emphasis on access to new electronic resources including databases, and services offered through the Internet and the World Wide Web; controlling building costs by providing regional storage facilities; expediting interlibrary borrowing which has evolved into providing as many electronic resources as possible at the lowest cost to consortia members; initially to ensure that students and faculty at all the universities had equal access to the same type of materials, which has shifted to include electronic resources; and better sharing of existing resources and jointly acquiring new resources at great savings.
Each of the five consortia described by Potter is at some stage of extending its services beyond the public supported academic libraries to include private academic libraries, vocational-technical institutes, and public libraries. They all provide a set of electronic resources that are valuable and needed, in addition to connections and workstations that can access the Internet. It is noteworthy that the services offered are increasingly placeless and virtual. All five are statewide academic consortia and there is the emerging vision of an electronic library for all citizens in the state. Allen and Hirshon (1998, p. 36) indicate that:
The most important development for academic libraries during the current decade has been the move from organizational self-sufficiency to a collaborative survival mode as personified by the growth of library consortia.
They posit that what brings libraries together is a desire to engage in resource sharing or reduce some common costs. Based on their experiences, surveys and discussions with other consortia leaders, they believe that there are some key organisational imperatives that have been driving individual libraries and their consortia toward increased co-operation, especially in the 1990s. Among the factors they cite, specifically in the case of academic libraries, are reduction in funding, emerging changes in the publishing industry, the rapid growth of information technology, and emphasis on improving the quality of services. In their view, beginning from the mid-to-late 1980s and accelerating in the 1990s, new library consortia developed primarily for three reasons:
(1) to leverage resources by sharing existing collections or resources through virtual union catalogues; (2) to reduce the cost of member library operations by obtaining a group purchase price for information products; and (3) to bring pressure to bear on information providers, especially publishers, to reduce the rate of rise in the cost of purchasing information.
Financial constraints and a shift in the missions of higher education institutions which emphasise research, are among the major reasons for the formation of library consortia. Kohl (1997) admits that these constraints in turn affect academic libraries, which are already constrained in their mission to support teaching, learning and research.
He states that the OhioLINK is a highly integrated consortium of higher institutions whose main focus is sharing of electronic access. Other consortia activities are the physical delivery of materials, electronic delivery of journal articles, and integrated collection development. Kohl's (1994) research based on OhioLINK reveals that the consortium arose as a measure to address budget constraints and sky-rocketing of serials prices, as well as the problem of space that had affected Ohio academic libraries. Based on the recommendations of the Ohio Board of Regents (OBR), the state upheld the Committee's decision for the co-operative storage of materials and the use of electronic technology to interconnect academic libraries. The OhioLINK system was designed to link local systems to a common and central system. Through this system, the Ohio academic libraries share a union catalogue of holdings information for participating academic libraries, Gopher Internet access and commercial or information databases. In addition to these services OhioLINK provides customer-initiated circulation services where customers can search and initiate their own requests for materials not available locally from remote databases. Materials are usually delivered within 48 hours through a contracted 24-hour delivery service. For this consortium to be fully functional, OhioLINK has a central funding system where a subsidy is provided for automation on local campuses. In addition, a governance structure in the form of a governing board has been set in place to decide on policy and expenditure issues as well as implementing decisions of the board. Sessions et al. (1995) present a detailed description of the Inter-institutional lending system operated by the Miami University Library, one of the OhioLINK libraries. They demonstrate the effectiveness of the OhioLINK with regards to online non-mediated customer-initiated inter-lending service, and features of the inter-institutional lending system which include, among others, access to local or central database from home, office, library and students' dormitories. Foskett and Perry (1993) and Carr (1998) indicate that in 1982 libraries in the UK formed a Consortium of University Research Libraries (CURL) to share computerised cataloguing or bibliographic information. The libraries in this consortium included major libraries at the Universities of London, Glasgow, Edinburgh, Oxford, Cambridge, Leeds, Manchester and others. Although most of these libraries were already computerised they had difficulty sharing catalogue information. This was caused by a lack of common cataloguing standards, different levels of automation coupled with incompatibility in hardware and software used, and a lack of co-ordinated policies. The University Grants Committee, later the Higher Education Funding Council, then provided the funding to establish the Joint Academic Network (JANET) to link the computer centres of all the UK universities. This provided access to the bibliographic records of one library by another.
The new purchasing environment resulting from electronic publishing
In the print information world, purchasers buy an object and own it outright; its reuse by copying is governed by national copyright laws and overarching international intellectual property agreements. In this traditional world, concepts such as fair use or fair dealing allow the copying of works in ways that advance education, study, and scholarship. In the electronic age society has not yet fully clarified the implications of copyright law. Therefore, it is current practice for publishers or producers to lease or license information to customers, and the use of that information is then governed by contracts and contract law.
Externally, the academic library becomes involved in several partnerships when a license is created. This is usually with the publisher or producer, the vendor, other library institutions (if a consortial purchase), and not infrequently with the creators of software that runs and displays the electronic resource. This in turn can involve the academic library in multiple licenses to utilise any one product. Pricing models are already as diverse, if not more, than charges levied for print and include, among other factors, discounts, particularly for multiple institutions in a consortium.
Some of the pricing schemes, particularly where more than one variable is involved (if the product appears in electronic and print, that the cost will be based on the volume of use and a consortial reduction) can be complicated to understand. The consortium of large North East Research Libraries (NERL) has among its objectives, to jointly license substantial electronic resources such as full text journals, databases, and large literary works at advantageous terms and rates.
The process of re-engineering a single library -the DTV (Technical Knowledge Centre and Library of Denmark) -has engaged in efforts to build consortia in Denmark and the Nordic countries. The first consortium (for Academic Press) was established in the Spring of 1998 and since then a number of other regional consortia have been established (for Springer, Kluwer, Elsevier, IEL, etc.), with further expansion to journals from other publishers. During the two successive years, publishers had increasingly offered license agreements that provided discounts for subscribing to electronic versions only. Bjoernshaauge (1999) stressed the point that the process of re-engineering the library could not have taken place without entering into a co-operation arrangement with other libraries and indeed without co-operative and creative negotiations with publishers. Indeed he considered that the publishers and societies had been very important and positive in this process.
Types of consortia
During the last three decades, libraries have developed a variety of organisational models to support the different kinds of resource-sharing programmes that have evolved. Designing an organisational infrastructure appropriate for the participants and the resources being shared can further the success of any kind of library co-operation. At one end of the spectrum are the loosely affiliated ''buying clubs'' where libraries come together primarily to share a discounted rate on electronic (or other) resources. At the other end of the spectrum are consortia that are tightly integrated organisations sharing a variety of resources, which require a long-term commitment and collaborative decision-making at all staff levels.
Although consortia may come together to reduce common costs, the new consortia of the 1990s were not simply ''buying clubs''. The most successful have developed an institutional strategic alliance in which a heightened level of resources sharing binds the member institutions together. There is no one model for this approach, but rather there is a broad continuum from highly decentralised organisations to highly centralised ones. The categories include ''loosely knit federations, multi-type/multi-state networks, tightly knit federations, and centrally funded statewide consortia'' (Allen and Hirshon, 1998) . Each model is premised upon different values, objectives, and the political realities of its membership. Consortia can also evolve from one model to another as their members become more comfortable with each other and develop collective agenda. Potter (1997) looked at the five statewide consortia in the USA under subheadings such as participating libraries, core programmes, reason for formation, funding, involvement of larger academic libraries, and governance. Whilst all these factors are important ingredients in the co-operation, funding and governance stand out as the two pillars on which the association is founded. In the loosely knit federation described by Allen and Hirshon (1998) , governance is by member libraries, and usually there is neither central staff nor any central funding. It is thus very flexible, has low overheads, and generates a low level of return. With little agreement on electronic resources to purchase, requests to publishers and other information providers yield minimal returns.
The multi-type/multi-state network usually has the added benefit of a central staff, but there is a purely voluntary and therefore low level of co-operation among members. Vendors generally provide little or no database discounts; the consortium agenda are likely to be fragmented with resource sharing probably inhibited by the lack of a consortium virtual catalogue. At the next level is the tightly knit consortium, which has some of the flexibility of the loosely knit federation. It may have either a focused membership profile (e.g. research libraries) or heterogeneous profile (e.g. statewide). There is usually some dedicated staff who co-ordinate programme development but do not really control that programme. The organisation may rely solely on institutional funding, or may supplement their resources with foundation or other external funding. The consortium may share a virtual or online union catalogue, and publisher discounts may be greater than the two types described above. Payne (1998, p. 13 ) describes one of the most tightly integrated consortia in the USA, the Washington Research Library Consortium. The shared budget covers: core services in the areas of co-operative collection development; a library automation system with an online union catalogue and multiple electronic resources; offsite book storage facility and book delivery service; and a separately staffed service organisation.
There are optional supplemental services, such as additional mounted databases, beyond those provided by the core budget. The Oakland Library Consortium is a firmly knit consortium that had its foundation in the formalisation of an informal co-operation that had existed among the Oakland libraries for a long time. The geographical vicinity of the libraries was a factor that enhanced this co-operation. Although the decision to formalise co-operation took place at the time of automation, the libraries did not share an automated system. The NOTIS system that was used by some of the libraries could not meet all their needs. The alternative was for the libraries to find a means of co-operating while they used separate systems. According to Ford (1991) 
Discussion
The benefits that come to a library as a result of joining a consortium have already been highlighted. These are the very reasons libraries have to submit in order to persuade authorities to fund consortia activities. Among other factors, these include the sharing of existing physical resources through virtual union catalogues, identifying and addressing common needs arising from developments in information technology, and the sharing of expertise on library automation. Working together has the effect of reducing costs through discounts offered by vendors and the ability to attract donor funding. This is a measure to address budget constraints and skyrocketing serial prices, as well as the problem of space. Perhaps one benefit that needs underscoring is the gaining of access to a larger collection when the resources of different libraries come together. In these days of economic restraint in the public sector and diminishing library budgets the only justification for any library expenditure is that which yields better and more efficient customer or patron services. In very practical terms, libraries through consortia arrangements have been able to withstand the twin evils of budget cuts and high prices of information resources. The existence of consortia has enhanced the provision of information services as libraries have shared cataloguing information and the costs of developing electronic library resources. Without doubt, library automation skills have been acquired through such means as conferences, workshops, library systems user-group meetings, etc. Through co-operative acquisitions, libraries have reduced spending by relying on each other's collection strengths, and interlibrary lending has grown into a more formalised practice among libraries. The debate on access versus ownership must have begun with the realisation that the benefits of co-operation out-weigh the costs incurred by any library as a result of joining a consortium.
One way in which libraries purchase electronic material, e.g. from the Web, is to form a consortia of libraries which work together to negotiate deals with publishers. This means that libraries must form consortia agreements with one another. With most of the chargeable material currently on offer on the Web coming from international publishers, a typical negotiation situation is between the licensor (publisher) and the licensee (library).
One strategy used by libraries is to form consortia, i.e. to combine forces. It makes a difference to negotiations to belong to a partnership of 80 libraries, rather than not being a member of a consortium. In recent years libraries have realised that there is an advantage in developing a common strategy. National library consortia have become powerful negotiating parties which succeed in adding their own clauses to contracts and no longer sign ''standard'' contract texts offered by licensors. International co-operation within the framework of ICOLC, the International Coalition of Library Consortia, has also strengthened the library position.
The main strategy in joining forces is to create licensing consortia. These can be countrywide, statewide, regional or local amongst a certain type of library, e.g. research libraries, or on some other basis. The main point is that libraries join together to share the burden of the work and/or the licensing costs. In many cases, the consortia have adopted some kind of political viewpoint, too, expressing the common opinions of the concerned libraries.
One example of the way in which libraries have become more willing to join forces in consortia to hold down escalating journal prices and negotiate better deals with publishers comes from The Netherlands. Recently, several Dutch research libraries issued a joint document warning publishers that they have collectively adopted a set of principles to guide them in future negotiations over electronic journals. Highlights of the declaration include provisions that members of the consortia will pay no more than an additional 7.5 per cent to have the electronic access to a journal, nor will they pay more than 80 per cent of if the print price for the digital equivalent alone (Enserink, cited in Tineralla, 1999, p. 13) .
In a similar venture, ICOLC, a group of 52 libraries, challenged commercial publishers to reevaluate their journal pricing policies and called on libraries to launch their own nonprofit publishing ventures collectively and financially support those that do. ALICE (Adventist Libraries Information Cooperative) facilitates group purchases and database licensing for Seventh-day Adventist College and University libraries in the USA, Canada and Mexico as well as several non-North American institutions.
The present situation
Library consortia, or co-operative ventures, have grown from a peripheral and limited position of resource sharing to an integrated system-wide resource sharing. This has been made possible by developments in electronic access. Academic libraries now have an improved access to catalogue information that reflects the holdings of many individual libraries. In addition, electronic access enables customers to initiate their own search of remote catalogues and make requests for information. Most libraries have achieved certain levels of local systems and networking sophistication; the cost of printed resources (especially periodicals) continues to rise, and institutions are looking for ways to cut costs. These factors explain why consortia have become attractive. In the words of William Potter:
While the chief reason for academic libraries to form consortia has been to share existing physical resources, a new trend is becoming evident or at least much pronounced. Libraries are forming alliances for the purpose of identifying and addressing common needs arising from development in information technology, especially the growing importance of the Internet and the World Wide Web (cited by Kopp, 1998, p. 11). Perhaps the real sign that library consortia had ''arrived'' was the establishment of a group of some 50-plus organisations from the USA and other countries into the semiformal entity called the International Coalition of Library Consortia (ICOLC). This group arose from informal contact between leaders of some of the new and established consortia who decided to assemble in a more formal fashion to meet with vendors and to discuss topics of mutual concern.
The first formal meeting of ICOLC took place in St Louis in February 1997 and was attended by over 50 individuals from 27 countries. A second meeting was held in Chicago in the fall of 1997, and the third was held in February 1998 (Allen and Hirshon, 1998, p. 40 
):
The coalition serves primarily higher education institutions by facilitating discussion among consortia on issues of common interest. The current trend dictated by electronic publishing requires libraries to be adept in contract negotiation and licensing. Okerson (1996) submits that:
I believe we have come to a point in time when we are ready to form a small working group or task force between academic library customers (at least in the USA) and a group of publishers to explore the terms of electronic licenses and identify those that we can agree upon to standardize. Bjoernshaauge (1999) agrees, indicating that due to the efforts in consortia building and electronic licensing a new department has been established in the library. The contract management department now handles license agreements, calculates economic implications, consolidates journal subscriptions from different libraries, etc. It is possible that further organisational changes will emerge as the borders between serials management, consortia management, and systems management become increasingly blurred.
Conclusion and future development
The published literature and the discussion above give every indication that libraries will continue to form consortia. The rapid increase in the number of consortia in the 1960s and 1970s indicated that the formation of a consortium was an attractive solution to many institutions since it addressed a number of long-standing processes and problems. The resurgence of library consortia in recent years has shown that the spirit of co-operation, collaboration, and co-ordination viewed as essential by early leaders of modern librarianship is still strong. Coupled with technological advancements and the willingness to meet the challenges of working out rules of coexisting together, consortia hold a big promise for the library world. The services offered by these consortia have, to date, been largely additions to existing and continuing services. They have rarely replaced print resources and thus have not resulted in cost savings in terms of the overall library budget. What has been achieved is the provision of resources to patrons who did not have them before, especially in smaller libraries and distance education learners. Additionally, there are increased levels of services and convenience for the patrons of larger libraries.
Generally, the development of library consortia shows a shift from a peripheral and limited resource sharing to an integrated system-wide and formalised resource sharing. Academic libraries are fast shifting from sharing bibliographic information to sharing technology for bibliographic control. This trend is bound to continue. 
